Remarks 

Claims 17-26 have been cancelled thereby rendering their rejections moot. 
Claims 30-37 have been added and are presently pending. 

Claim 30, for example, recites: 

A system comprising: 

a user interface configured to receive an identification of a lot to be 

processed on a process machine; 

a plurality of stockers within a first closeness to the process machine; and 

an engine coupled to the user interface and configured 

to determine if the lot is located outside of the first closeness, and 

to generate staging instructions to move the lot to a selected one of the 

plurality of stockers based at least in part on said determining if the lot is located 

outside of the first closeness and relative utilization of the plurality of stockers. 



It is clear that neither Iwasaki nor Ogata, alone or in combination, teach an 
engine to generate staging instructions based at least in part on relative utilization of a 
plurality of stockers, as recited in claim 30, for example. 

In Isawaki a lot that is awaiting processing is moved from a first stacker 36 
(dashed line) to a second stacker (solid line) and from the second stacker 36 (solid line) 
to a processing machine 32. The examiner has stated that this transfer is based on the 
relative closeness of the two stockers. Even if that is the case, the second stacker is 
not selected from among a number of other stockers, based at least in part on the 
relative utilization of the second stacker and the number of other stockers. But rather, it 
is selected because it is the only stacker that services the process machine. This is not 
the same as determining which of a plurality of local stockers to move the lot to based 
at least in part on the relative utilizations of the plurality of local stockers. Because this 
element is not taught by Isawaki, claim 32 is patentable over Isawaki for at least this 
reason. 

Furthermore, Ogata, does not generate staging instructions in this manner either. 
In Ogata, similar to Isawaki, a lot transfer is based on the fact that the stacker closest to 
the process machine is the only stacker that services the process machine. Therefore, 
a stacker is not selected from a plurality of stockers based at least in part on relative 
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utilizations of the plurality of stockers. Because this element is not taught by Ogata, 
Claim 32 is patentable over Ogata for at least this reason. 

Claims 31-37 either depend from claim 30 or include limitations similar to the 
above-discussed limitation. Therefore, these claims are patentable over the cited 
articles for at least the reasons given above. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits that claims 30-37 are 
in condition for allowance. Thus, early issuance of Notice of Allowance is respectfully 
requested. 

If the Examiner has any questions, he is invited to contact the undersigned at 
(503) 796-2972. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge shortages or credit 
overpayments to Deposit Account No. 500393. 



Respectfully submitted, 

SCHWABE, WILLIAMSON & WYATT, P.C. 





Nathan R. Maki 
Registration No. 51,110 



Pacwest Center, Suite 1900 
1211 SW Fifth Avenue 
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Telephone: 503-222-9981 



IPN P16770 (Intel Corporation) 



-7- 

Attorney Docket No. 1 10348-133328 
Application No. 10/680,600 



